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An Old Russian Passage of 
Dionysius the Areopagite* 

KEETJE ROZEMUND 


In 1870 publicity was given to the existence of a sixteenth-century 
manuscript which contained a number of theological epistles. The 
owner of the manuscript, V. M. Undol'sky (* 1 * 1864 ), had attributed 
all these epistles to the Russian starets Artemy, who had fled to 
Lithuania in the second half of the sixteenth century . 1 

In 1906 S. G. Vilinsky, following Undol'sky, tried to prove that 
the epistles in this manuscript (MS Undol'sky, 494 ), none of which 
mentions the author in its address, are all by one and the same author, 
i.e., starets Artemy. Here I shall deal with just one of these argu¬ 
ments, that which attempts to prove that the epistles of MS Undol'sky 
494 were all written by the same author. 

Vilinsky points out that all the epistles quote Dionysius the Areo¬ 
pagite in support of the religious doctrine proclaimed in them . 2 
However, the quoting of pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite cannot be 
taken as evidence of the identity of the author or authors of these 
epistles. The South-Slavonic translation of the works of pseudo- 
Dionysius, by Isaiah, a monk of Mount Athos, had already been in 
existence for nearly two centuries . 3 The oldest Russian copies of it 
date from the fifteenth century . 4 Prince Andrey Kurbsky, a con¬ 
temporary and friend of starets Artemy, likewise quotes pseudo- 
Dionysius many times as an authority in dogmatic matters 5 ; and 
Ivan IV, in his well-known correspondence with Prince Kurbsky, 
quotes extensively from the Epistle to Demophilus . 6 

The epistles attributed to starets Artemy twice contain an elab¬ 
orate quotation from the second chapter of the ‘Epistle to Demo- 
philus’: once in the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’, and once in the 
‘Epistle to an Unknown Prince’. In the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans’ 
the order of the sentences in the passage quoted has been changed. 

* This paper was presented to the XHIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, 
Oxford, in September 1966. I am grateful to the Netherlands Organisation for the 
Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.) for granting me a fellowship for the Congress. 

1 Slavyano-russkiya rukopisi V. M. Undol'skago, Moskowskiy publichnyy Rum- 
yantsevskiy muzey, Moscow, 1870, cols. 363-70. 

2 S. G. Vilinsky, Poslaniya Startsa Artemiy a (XVI veka ), Odessa, 1906, p. 286. 

3 A. I. Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya literatura Moskovskoy Rusi XIV-XVII vekov, St Peters¬ 
burg, 1903, p. 8, n. 2. 

4 Sobolevsky, op. cit., p. 20. 

5 Sochineniya Knyazya Kurbskago , vol. 1, Russkaya istoricheskaya Biblioteka, Vol. XXXI, 
St Petersburg, 1914, ukazatel', col. 576, Dionisiy Areopagit. 

6 The Correspondence between Prince A. M. Kurbsky and Tsar Ivan IV of Russia , 7564-/573, 
ed. by J. L. I. Fennell, Cambridge, 1955, pp. 142-7, 158-73. 
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The text quoted in the ‘Episde to an Unknown Prince 5 is closer to 
the Greek original, and shorter than that in the ‘Epistle to the 
Lutherans 5 . A comparison of the text in the above-mentioned 
epistles with that of Ivan IV shows, by the large number of variants, 
that the Old Russian translation was with only great difficulty 
understood by both readers and copyists. 

I shall now give as much as is available of this text from the 
‘Epistle to the Unknown Prince 5 (K), drawing the remainder from 
the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans 5 ( Lutherans ). Thanks to the discovery by 
the Soviet historian A. A. Zimin, who did considerable research in 
the manuscript department of the state Public Library in Leningrad 
(GPB), 7 a second manuscript of the ‘Epistle to the Lutherans 5 has 
come to light, viz. GPB O XVII 71., fol. 152 v. et seq. 8 I prefer 
following this latter manuscript for the Lutherans passage concerned. 
In notes I shall give variants in Lutherans and in the ‘Epistle 5 of Ivan 
IV {Ivan) , in so far as they may amend the text as a result of a com¬ 
parison with the Greek original. In conclusion I shall discuss the most 
important emendations in the ‘Epistle 5 of Ivan IV which the text 
following here allows us to suggest. This text reads: 

Hto oy6o, rjiarojienib, He noAoSaerb jih c(BA)meHHHKbi nene (G.P.B. 
O XVII 71 , 221 r.) cTBbiomaA, hjih co hhomb HiKoeMb 6e3MtcTbHOMb 

Go6jIHHaTH a , H nOBHHHbl TBOpHTH? EflHHeMb 7KQ JltTb eCTb XBaJlAHUIMCA 
b 3 aKOHt h npecTtfnaHHeMb Toro E(o)ra 6e3HecTAm,HMb & ? H Kaico 
c(BA)meHHHH,bi H3biaBHTejiHe 6(o)mie? {ibid 221v.) Kaxoace bocthth 0 
HMoyTb jno,n;eMb 6(o))K(e)cTBeHbiA Ao6poTkTejiH d , He bBtAteme xtxb 
CHJioy? Hjih Kaico npocBfrrATb noMpanemH? Hjih xaxo 6(o)»c(e)cTBe- 
Haro npenoftaflATb fl,(b)xa, iace muKe ame ecTb ,0,(8)xb C(ba)tb 

HM’CTBOMb i HCTHHOIO BkpOBaBUieH? A 3 b )Ke GOTbBtlljaiO K CHMb! 

“Ame c(BA)meHHHKb oyAobpeHHe ecTb npocBtmaTeji’Hoe, BecMa 
coTbnajib ecTb c(ba)iiich 9 HHHbCKaro nraa e h chjim ixce He npocBima- 
TejieHb, i HemnoyA B(or)oy HeBtAtTH, ia»ce tbh coGoio pa3oyMtji’ 
ecTb, h npejibCTHTH mhhtb H»ce Ji’aceHMeHHt goth Toro coTbita HapHnae- 
Maro, h cMterb CKBepHaBaA cboa 3 JioxoyjiemA (He 60 HMaMb peiim 
M(o)ji(H)TBbi) Ha 6(o))K(e)cTBeHbixb 3 HaMemAxb xp(H)cTOBHAHt rjiaro- 
jiaTH. HtcTb cbh c(BA)meHHHKb, Htdb, ho 3 JibiH Ji’cTeitb h nopoyra- 
Tejib co6i, i BOJiKb Ha 6o»ciA jiioah Go6ojineHb b’ Koacoy.’ (Undof sky, 
494 ; GPB., 119 r.) Ho He hhok 8 cia npaBeAHO HcnpaBjiAra. (GPB., 
221 r.) 

a Ivan , objiHHaeMH. b Ivan , o6e3necTBOBaTH. c Lutherans, Ivan , 
B 03 BtcTHTH. d Lutherans, Ivan, Ao6poAfrrejm. 


7 R. B. Zaborova, I. A. Konopleva, N. N. Rozov, ‘Materialy po istorii russkoy litera- 
tury v rukopisnykh fondakh G. P. B.’ ( Trudy Gosudarstvennoy publichnoy biblioteki im. M. E. 
Saltykova-Shchedrina , XII, 15, Leningrad, 1964, p. 163, n. 3). 

8 A. A. Zimin, 7 . S. Peresvetov i yego sovremenniki , Moscow, 1958, p. 163, n. I (n.b. the 
misprint of Q, XVII for O XVII). 
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Better readings of this text, as compared with that of Ivan, are the 
following: 

1) The mysterious 3Jio in Ivan as a translation of ao^ovvras must, 
on the strength of the text published here, be a corruption of 
3 JioHecTBttiomaA. 

2) The Greek rots Kavxcopivois is translated XBajiAiiiHMCA ( Ivan, 
XBaJIfllllHCfl). 

3) Greek rag delas aperag becomes Go^ceCTBeHLIA AOdpOAUTejIH 
(not Ivan GoDKecTBeHoe). 

4) HMBCTBOMB i HCTHHOK), a translation of egec Kal <x\r) 0 eLCC, 
has been corrupted in Ivan into h CTpOHM hcthhhoio. Hmctbo was 
a difficult word, as appears from a seventeenth-century Dionysius 
manuscript, where it has been included among a list of words 
needing an explanation. 9 

5) CBeTMa in Ivan must be BecMa, as was already assumed by 
J. L. I. Fennell, the editor of the ‘Epistle’ of Ivan. 10 

6) The verb bb^bth has incorrectly become bhwbth in Ivan. 

7) Kal ToXpa has been translated as h cmbctb. By an error the 
Ivan manuscripts corrupted this into HMeeT. 

8) hvacpiqplas becomes 3 JioxoyjiemA in translation, and not 3 Jio 
h xyjiemifl {Ivan). 

9) epurov becomes npaBemio, not npaBejnHBifl {Ivan). 

In 1878 the so-called Epistles of starets Artemy were published 
in the Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka . 11 This edition, however, is 
very unsatisfactory, partly because very few of the numerous biblical 
and patristic quotations in the texts were recognised as such and 
identified by the editors. Though Vilinsky identified some of the 
patristic sources more carefully, his work is also very imperfect. The 
small passage which we have discussed here may show how greatly 
a new edition of these epistles may enrich our knowledge of the 
texts translated into Old Russian, and of the use made of them in the 
sixteenth century. 12 

9 Opisaniye slavyanskikh rukopisey Moskovskoy Sinodal'noy Biblioteki, II, 2, p. 5, No. 107, 
41 2V. 

10 The Correspondence between Prince A. M. Kurbsky and Tsar Ivan IV of Russia, p. 166, n. 1. 

11 Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka, Vol IV, St Petersburg, 1878, Pamyatnikipolemicheskoy 
literatury v Zapadnoy Rusi, book 1, Poslaniya Startsa Artemiya , XVI veka, col. 1201-1448. 

12 Compare ibid., col. 1237-1238, 1344-1345. 
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